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REMARKS 

Claims 1-45 iuc pending in the present application. 13y this Resi^onse, claims 1 , 7, 
8, 1 0, 12, 13, 14, 19-22, 28, 30, 32, 34, 40, 42 ami 44 tiro amended. Claims 1,12, 14, 19, 
2 1 , 22, 32, 34 and 44 arc amcndctJ to rceitc that tlv;: right(s) may be of a type between 
zero aeeess rights arul Ibll access rights, inclusively, and that if theright(s) are not ^.cro 
access riglils or full access rights, modifying tlic ccmtent/subscaiplion computing service 
includes degrading a level of qiialily such that it is Jess than a level of quality 
corresponding to full access ri^hls and higher than a level of quality corresponding to 
?:cro access rights. Claims 8, 20, 28 and 40 arc amended to recite that the modi lied 
cojitciU is a degraded quality version of the content that would be provided to the user if 
the user had a non-expired subscription. Claims 7 and 13 arc amended for clarification 
puiposes. Support for the amendments to the claii^is may be found at least at page 11, 
linos 12-26. C;:iaims 10, 30 and 42 arc amended to be in independent fonn. No now 
matter has boon added by arty of the above amcndtnents. Reconsideration of the claims 
in view of (he above amendments and the following remarks is respectfully requested. 

I- 35 U.S.C. 102. AUcaca AnttdnuCioii 

Tlie onico Action rejects claims 1-8, M-ld, 18, 22-28, 32-40, 44, and 45 under 
35 U.S.C, § 102(c) as being allegedly anticipated by Ginter et ah (U.S. Patent No, 
6,658,568). This rejection is rospcctrully tttivci-sed. 

As to independent claims 1,8, 12, 14, 22, 28, 32, 34, 40 and 44, the Office Action 

states; 

5. Regarding Claims I, 22^ and 34, Ginter teaches receiving a request 
from a user (col. 75, lines 42-56, col. 76, lines 1-33 and 65-67, col. 77, 
lines 1-35, col. 90, lines 36-67) fortlic service (coL 25, lines 33-46); 
idcnii Tying the rights to the service (col. 68, lines 27-67, col. 75, lines 42- 
56, col. 76, lines 1-33 and 65-67, col. 77, lines 1-35); retrieving content 
for the service (col. 90, lines 2-3 and 8-22); selectively modifying (col 93, 
linos 36-51) Ihc content based on the righl.s identified (coL 76, lines 7-13, 
col, 74, lines 19-58); and sending the content to the user (col. 90, lines 48- 
61). 
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Oriicc Action dated January 2, 2004, pages 2-3. 



12, Regarding cliiiins S, 28, and 40, Giiitcr teaches receiving a request 
for a semcc from u user (coL 75, lines 42-56, col. 76, lines 1-33 and 65- 
67, col. 77, lines 1-35, col. 90, lines 36-67), determining whether a 
subscription to the service by the user haii expired (col. 84, lines 32-39, 
col. 106, lines 63-67, col. 107, lines 1-11 nud 23-26, col 1 1 1, lines 57-67, 
col. 1 12, lines 1-6); a determination that the subscription has expired (coL 
84, lines 32-39, coh 106, linos 63-67, col. 107, lines 1-11 and 23-26, col 
111, line5 57-67, coK J 12, lines 1-6), selectively modifying the content 
(col. 93, lines 36-51 ) to form a juodificd content (col. 76, lines 7-13, col. 
74, lines 19-58); and returning Iho modified content to the user (col. 90, 
lines 48^61). 

13. Regarding CUiijn.s 12, 32, and 44, (Winter leaches receiving a 
request from a user (coL 75. lines 42-56, col. 76, lines 1-33 and 65-67, col. 
77, linos 1-35, col. 90, lines 36-67) for the Kubsci iption computing service 
(col. 66, lines 66-67, col. 67, lines 1-8); identifying rights to the 
subscription coji^puting service based (col 68, lines 27-67, col 75, lines 
42-56, col 76, lines 1-33 and 65-67, col. 77, lines 1-35) on an 
identification of the ii5>er (col 66, line 67, col 67, line 1); and selectively 
modifying (col 93, lines 36-51) the subscriptioit computing service based 
on ihc nghis identified (col, 76, lines 7-13, col 74> lines 19-58). 

Onicc Action dated January 2, 2004, pages 3-4. 



1 5. Regarding Claims 14 and IS, Gintct teaches a database of users 
and lighls associaled with the UsScrs (col 72, lines 24-33); a service 
delivery unit (col 18, lines 47-67, col 20, lines 61-61-67, col 21, lines 1- 
15), wherein the service delivery system rclrieves content (col 90, hnes 2- 
3 and 8-22); and a service manifest selectively modifies the content based 
on a right to the content associated with a user requesting the content (col 
76, lines 7-13, col 74, lines 19-58). 

Office AcUun dated .Tanuary 2, 2004, page 4. 



Claim 1, which is taken as representative of similar features recited in 
independent claims 12, 1 4, 22, 32, 34 and 44, tcmU as follows: 



1. A method in a tlata processing systc m for managing rights to a 
$urvico, the method comjirising: 

rccciviiig a request from a user for llie service; 
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idontifyinB llic rights lo the service i^scd on iho received request, 
wherein the rights may be of a type between /,(^ro acca<is ricihts and full 
ncccs s ri g I it jncl us iyc ly ; 

ictiicving content for ihc sci-vice; 

selectively modifying the content bfiscd on the rights identified^ 
whcrciti if the riuhts arc not fu ll access rit>]its and a re not zero access 
ritJ.hls. sclcchvolv modifviiifi the contci it bLi-icd on tl\c rights inchidcs 
dcg.Ridin^i a level of quHlilv oCait output of ' I hc con tent such that the 
dcp.radcd leve l of quiililv oFthe oulput \Si lc '> s than a level of quality of 
gvl p 11 1 corrcsnond intr to full access ri^lits h ai hidicr than a level of q uality 
of nulniit cqiTcsppndingto zcrp_^icccs^^ and 

sending the modified content to ihc user, 
(emphasis added) 

A prior art rcfefencc anticipates ihc claimed invention under 35 U,S,C. § 102 only 
if every clement of a claimed invention is identically shown in that single reference, 
luranficd as they arc in tJic claims. 7;/ re Bond, 91 0 i',2d 831, 832, 1 5 aS.P.Q.2d 1566, 
1 567 {Fe<.l. Cir. 1990), All limitalions of the claimc. tl invention nnist be considered when 
dctomiinins; patentability. Jn re Low^y, 32 F.Sd 1579, 15S2, 32 aS.P.Q.2d 1031, 1034 
(I'cd, Cir. 1994). Anticipation focuses on whether ;\ claim reads on the product or process a 
prior art rcrcrcnce discloses, not on what the refei"et;cc bi-oadly teaches, Kalman v. 
Kmhurly-Clark Corp., 713 l\2d 760, 218 U.S.P.Q. 781 (Fed. Cir. 1983). Applicants 
resj^eettuUy submit that Gintcr ct al. does not idcnticnlly show every element of the claimed 
invcjition arrnngcd as they are in the claims. More .^pccillcallyj CJintcr ct al. docs not teach 
th;>l rights may bo between full access rights and zci o access rights or that if the rights are 
not full access iit»hts and arc not y.ero access rights Ihat selectively modifying the content 
indudos degrading a level of quality of an output of the content such that the degraded 
level of quality of Line output is less titan a level of cjuality of output corresponding to lull 
access rights but higher than a level of quahty of oiuput corresponding to zero access 
rights. 

Gintcr is directed to a secure electronic couinierce transaction and rights 
mnnagcment system. With regard to rights managv mcjn, Ginler teaches that rights 
templates niay be established by rights holders to cfiicicntly and effectively define tlie 
rights associated with a parlicular digital property (column 75> lines 44-64). Gintcr gives 
exaniples of some rights or permissions that inay be established using these templates in 
column 76. These permissions include "unconditioiial pennission," "permission 
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condilional ou paynicnt,*' "permission bosed on conicnt", "unconditional prohibilion" and 
^'proliibitloas smd/or pcniiissionf! based on other facLois." Rights holders may illl h\ or 
select bciwcon various options lo define a "rights profile" corrcsi>onding to the particuUir 
property, hi addition, pricing models maybe used lo defme a variety of different sorts of 
business pricing such as one lime charges, pay per view, dcchning cost, etc. (column 76, 
hncs 3^1-33), Diflcrcnl rights templates can be used for different types of properiies, 
difrerent value change paiticipants, etc. At tlie same lime, certain rights templates may 
apply to inulliple objects or propci-lics, multiple value chaiji pai-ticipants, etc. (column 76, 
lines 49-53). 

While Ciintcr provides a mechanism by which rights maybe defined for a pailicular 
property, Ihc riglUs that arc defined are either full luxess riglUs or zero access rights. There 
is no spectrum of riglits between ftill access riglits and zero access rights permit tc<l by the 
meohaiusm of Gintcr. While access may be predicated upon payment, the payment merely 
selves lo change m Uf>er's access level from a zero aeccss rights level to a full access riglits 
level ibr the period that the payment is effective. Nowhere in Ginter is there my leaching 
regarding the rights being less than full access righl:i ynd higher than zero access rights. 

iHulhcrmorc, Ginter does not te^ich that if the rights arc not full access rights and 
ore not zero iicccss rights that the content is selectively modified by degrading a level of 
quality of an output of the content such that the de^x-^^'^'^ l^vel of quality of the output is 
less llian a level of qiuility ofoutput corresponding to full access rights but higher than a 
level of quality of output corresponding to zcm access rights. In Gintcr, the content is 
cither provided or it is not. There is nothing in Ginter that teaches to degrade a level of 
qfiaiily of an output of the content when the rights arc not full access rights or zero access 
rights. h\ Gintcr, cither the user is granted the pernnssion/right or he/she is not; lliere is no 
"gray area" with regard to rights or permissions in (iintcr 

Tlio OQicc Action alleges that Gintcr teachos selectively modifying the content 
based on identified rights at column 76, lines 7-13, column 74, lines 19-58 and column 93, 
lines 36-5 1 . Column 76, lines 7-13 reads as follow-;; 

lixampie rights template 450 shown in FIG. 45A (which may be 
appropriate For text and/or graphics providers for example) defines a 
number of different tyi'ies of usage/actions )clc van t to a particular digital 
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prapcrty. siich as, forex»^mplc, "view title/' 'View abstract", "modify title;* 
"rcdistribiitc/' "backup," "view content," mil "print content." 

This section orOintcr merely teaches lli<)t pc-nnissiOTis or rights to pcrfonn these 
actions are either grnincd or not. Tivdi is, a iiser eitlrjir can or cannot view the title, view the 
absl racl, modi fy tlic title, redistribute the property, l^ackup the properly, view the content or 
print the content, 'llicrc is nothing in this section orGintcr that teaches anything to do with 
selectively modirying the content, let alone degrading a level of quality of the content. 

Column 74, linos 19-58 ofGintcrrcad as follows: 

As another cxnmplc, a consumer 95 in Germany may have 
received the control set 1S8 intended for U S, distribution, and may need 
to rot[ucst a diftcrcnt control set acconimodnling the European legal and 
monetary environment. Additionally, a rigliLshokler may modify 
previously distributed controls at a later daic to add new rights, provide a 
"$cilc/' take away rights, etc. --with rights and permissions clearinghouse 
400 being responsible for distributing tliesc new control sets cither on 
demand. 

MG- 42A shows another example in which consumer 95 may 
register with the rights and permissions ck-;iringhouse 400 a control set 
1 8SX that pertains to an object such as a filo or software progran^ already 
received by consumer 95. This new contro! set 1 88X requests the rights 
and permissions clearinghouse 400 to sen<l to consumer 95 a new control 
set 1 88Y for the named object whenever the controls registered for that 
object at the rights and permissions clearhighouse 400 are modified. The 
rights and permissions clearinghouse 400 may automatically scud updated 
control sot 1 88Y to all registered users of *i particular digital property. 

In a different example, publisher 16S might distribute work 166 
with a very hmited control set 1 88X allowing the consumer 95 to view 
only the abstract and specifying rights and pemnssions clearinghouse 400 
as a contact point for obtaining permission to view or othewise use the 
content as a whole. Consumer 95 could then contact rights and 
pcnnissions clearinghouse 400 to obtain a jnorc expansive control sot 
1 8S Y allowing additional levels of usage, 1 bis provides a high degree of 
accounlability and cxpanrling auditing cap.ibilities, since it requires 
consumers 95 to contact rights andpennis^ions clearinghouse 400 in order 
to actually use a previously distributed property. Similarly, rights and 
permissions clearinghouse AOOnvdy provide updated contm) sets 18SY to 
replace expired ojies. This mecbiuiism could be used» for example, to 
provide a variable discount on a particular item over time (for example, to 
allow 'A movie distributor to discount its Hiiit run film six months after its 
initial release date without having to decidu at time of initial release how 
nutcli the discount will be). 

Pa^e lGof2/» 
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Tliis section of Giiiter merely discusses the ability to cliango a conhol set over 
lime, Wliilc Gintcr leaches lliat Ihc control set, an;} thus the defined rights for u property, 
may be modified at various points in tii\ic, the rigl^tts arc still either granted or Ihey are 
not. Nothins in this section of Ginter te?xches or .suggests any rights that may be less than 
full nccass righls yet greulcr than /cio access rights. Furthermore, notliing in this section 
of Gintcr teaches that if the rights nre less than full access lights but greater than zero 
access righls. thai Hie content is modified by degniding a level of quality of the content. 

Column 93, lines 36-5 1 of Gintcr reads as follows: 



Another major function oftransaclion autliority 700 in tliis 
example is lo issue new or modified went it;quircmcnLs 758 that can be 
used to conlrol or influei^e an ovoiall process or transaction. Transaction 
authority 700 may receive coiUrol set 1 88, prices and permissions 1 SS', 
event flow requirements 760 and/or prooosii routing requirements 762, 
Both event flow requirements 760 and proc ess routing requirements 762 
can he specified in one or more control set*;, hr response to this 
infonncitii'^n and the validated event databar>e 732 contents, transaction 
authority 700 may use its requirement gci\cration process 734 to create 
new or modified event rt;qiiirenients 758, lYansaction authority 700 may 
also cre:jte new or modi fied control sets 1 and now or modified prices 
and/or peiTnission^ 1 88*". Tmnsaction authority 700 may use financial 
slatemcnts 764 :is an input to its secure auditing function 736. 

This section ofGintcr again nientions the itbility to generate modified control sets 
and new or modified permissions. However, as with the previous sections discussed 
nhovc, nothing in this section teaches tliat a right inay be less than a full access right nnd 
greater thnn a zero access right, hi a<ldition, this section does not teach that if a right is 
less than a fill! access right and greater than a zero access right, modifying the content 
includes degrading a level ofqualily oFlhc output of the content so that it is a lower 
quiility than full access right quality and greater lh:m zero access right quahty. Ginter 
simply does not provide for vmying levels of quality based on identified rights. 

Claims 1 2, 32 and 44 recite similar fealure.^ to those of claims 1, 12, 14, 22, 32, 
34 and 44 except with regard to a subiscriplion computing scivice. In a similar manner as 
.sot forth above wilh regard to clainis 1,12, 14, 22^ 32, 34 and 44, Ginter docs not teach 
degrading a level ofquality of a subscription conipuling service such that the degraded 
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level of quality of the subscription computing service is less than a level of quality offi 
subscnplion compating service corresponding to full access righls and is higher than a 
lovc?.l of quality of a subscripLion computing i;crvico corresponding to zero access rights. 
Claims 8, 28 and 40 recite that the modified content is a degraded quality version 
of the conlcnt that would be pro voided to the user il ihc user had a noii-cxpircd 
subscription. A^ain, Ginter does not teach degrading the quality of anything, let alone 
dograding Ihc ctualiLy ofthc content that would be provided to the user if the user had a 
non-expired subscription. Thus, Gintcr does not 1^. ;.ich all ofthc fcatm'cs of claims 8» 28 
and 40. 

In view ofthc above. Applicants respectfully submit that Giutcr docs not teach 
each and every feature of indcpcn<knt claims 1, 8, 12, 14, 22, 28. 32, 34, 40 and 44 as is 
required under 35 U.S.C. § 102(c). At least by viiiue of their dependency on claims 1, 

12, 14, 22, 32, 34 and 44, respectively, Gintcr doci^ not teych the features of claims 2-8, 

13, 15-16, 1 8, 23-27, 33, 35-39 and 45. Accordini;ly, Applicants respectfully request 
withdrawal of (he rejection of claims 1-8, 12-16, 18, 22-28, 32-40, 44, and 45 under 35 
U.S.C, § L02(c). 

Inirlhcrmort3, Ginterdocs not teach, suggest, or give any incentive to make the 
necdal changes to reach the presently claimed invention, Gintcr actually teaches away 
from the presently claimed invention because il touches a rights that either granted or they 
are not, as opposed to a rights that n\ay bo between full access rights and zero access 
righls and which cause a degradation in tlic oiitptu of content/subscription computing 
services when the rights arc less than full access rights, as in the presently claimed 
invcnti:on. Absent the Examiiter pointing out somv le;iching or incentive to implement 
such loss than full, but greater than ^ero, access ripJUs and degradation ofthc output of 
content based on the riglUs, one of ordinary skill in the art would not be led lo modify 
Gimcr 10 reach the present invcjition wlien the refcTcnce is examined as a whole. Absent 
some teaching, suggestion, or incentive to modify Gintcr in tJiis mamier, the presently 
claimed invention can be reached only through an improper use of hindsight using the 
Ajvpliennls' disclosure as a template to make the mxessary changes lo reach the claimed 
invention. 
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fa addilioii to the above, dependent claims :^8, 1 3, 1 5-16, 1 8, 23-27, 33, 35-39 
aad 45 recite addilional features thai are not taught by (Jiiitcr. For example, witli regard 
to claim 5, Gi titer docs not teach tliat the content is modified if a subscriplion to the 
service Invs expired. The Ofitcc Action alleges thai this feature is taught at column 84, 
Unas 32-39, column 106, lines 63-67, column 107, lines l-l 1 and 23-26, cohinm 1 1 1, 
hncs 57-67 and column I12» lines 1 -6. While tlKse sections of Ginter mention 
$iibscribing and the issuing of a ccrlificale that imy expire, there is nothing in any of 
these sections of Ciinter that teaches or even suggc ;ts lo modify content when a 
subscriplion has expired. In a similar manner that Ginler does not teach the features of 
claim 5, Ginter also docs not teach the specific features of claims 2-8, 13, 15-16, IS, 23- 
27, 33, 35-39 and 45. 

n. 35 Ll.SX:. S 103. ObvtoiisncsiS 

The Office Action rejects claims 9-1 20-31, and 41-43 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being allegedly unpatentable over Ginter et aL (U.S. Patent No. 6,658,568) as apphed 
lo claims 8, 28, and 40 above, and further in view Knaun et ah (U.S, Patent No, 
6,654,754). With regard to claims 9, 29 and 41 , this rejection is respectfully traversed for 
ill least the .siune reasons as noted above with regaid to the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 
1 02(c). That is Ginter docs not teach that a modi fled content is a degraded quality 
version of the content lhal would be provided to ihc user if the user had a non-expired 
subscription. 

In addition, Knaufl does not teach or suggest these features cither. Knaufl is 
directed to a systcni and method of dynamically generating an electronic document based 
upon data analysis. Knaiift docs not provide any t<5aching or suggestion regarding the 
above features that are not taught In Ciintcr. Thus, ajiy alleged combination of Knaufl 
an^l Gitiler still would not result in these features being taught or suggested. Therefore, 
Ihc invention recited in independent claims 8, 28 Ciiid ^0 is not taught or suggested by the 
alleged combijiation of Ginter and Knaufl. As a n;sult, claims 9, 29 and 41 are also not 
taught by the alleged cojubination of Ginter and Knauft at least by virtue of their 
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dependency on cinims 8, 28 and 40, respectively. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully 
request withdrnwal of the rejection of claims 9, 29 und 41 under 35 U.S.C § 103(a). 

Jn addition to the abovo, despite the Office Action's allegations to the contrary, 
Knmifl actually docs not teach or suggest Ihc features of claims 10, 11, 30, 31, 42 and 43. 
That is Knauft docs not teacli or suggest that the modifietl content includes noise added to 
a music tllc (claims 10, 30 and 42) or tliat the amount of noise added to the music file is 
based on when the subscription expired (claims 11,31 and 43). 

1 he Oflicc Action alleges that these leatar^iJ are taught at column lines 30-34 
of Knauft which read as follows: 

Fmlhcnnoro, for example, the content of the data objects 216A- 
216N can include: a music file, e.g., MP3 c^r MID], a multimedia file, a 
streaming media file, a bitmap ima^je, conftguration files, account 
information, an executable image, or a digiiid rights management (DRM 
object). 

The word "noise" is not even found in this ;:;eetion of Knaaft. Therefore, how can 
this section of Knauft teach or suggest adding noise to a music file or determining an 
amount of noise to be added to a music file based tin when i\ subscription expires? All 
tliis section of Knauft teaches is that content may he a music file. Knaxtfl provides no 
leaching or suggestion witli regard to the actual fctdurcs of claims 10, 11, 30, 31, 42 and 
43. L'urdicrmorc, Gintcr provides no such tcachiny, or suggestion either. Thus, any 
alleged eojnbinatlon of Ciintcr and Knauft still would not result in the features of claims 
10, 1 1, 30, 301, 42 and 43 being laught or suggesU'd. 

Thus, the Office Action has failed lo establish a prima facie case of obviousness 
wilh regard to claims 10, 1 1, 30, 31, 42 and 43 because the Office Action has failed to 
show where any of the cited references teach or suggest that modified content includes 
noise added to a music tile or that the auioujit of noise added to tlic music file is based on 
when a subscription expired. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of 
(herejcciionoFciainis 10, 11. 30, 31, 42 and 43 uiulcrSS U.S.C. § 103(a), 

The OlTico Action further rejects claim 17 under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as being 
allegedly unpatcntabtc over Gintcr ct al. as applied to claim 14 above, and further iji view 
of Cbata ct al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,513,061) and claims 19-21 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
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being iille^cdly unpatciUablc over Gintcr ct al. and Johnson ct al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,6 1 8,80S). These rcjcclions arc rcspcclfully traversed for ill least the same reasons as 
noted above with regard to the rejoclion of the claims under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e), Tltat is, 
GuUer neither le^iches nor suggests the features of rights being between full access rights 
and zero access rights or if the rights arc between full access rights and zero access rights, 
modifying content includes degiading a level ofquidity oFan oulput of the content (or 
degrading the level of quality of a subscription coujputing service). Also Gintcr does not 
teach or suggest that the modified content is a deguuled quality version of the content that 
would be provided to the user if Ihc user had a noi) -expired subscription. 

Fuvthcrniorc, ncitlicr libata nor Johnson mjtkc up for this deficiency in Gintcr. 
Ebata is directed to a system for selecting a proxy ijei-ver, from a plurality of proxy 
servers, based on the IP address of the server from wliicli a client wishes to obtain 
in formation, libata has nothing to do with rights or degrading the quality of an oulput of 
content if a right is between foil aecc^ rights and y.cro access rights, Ebata is jncrcly 
cited as teaching a proxy server, While Ebata teaches proxy servers, Ebata docs not teach 
any of the fcatiues that arc missing from Gintcr, a.-: discussed previously. 

Johnson is directed to an electronic rights management ajid authori/ation system 
in which works and rights arc divided into two related tables. Tlic works table includes 
fields identifying The works mnnagcd by the systcrti and the rights table includes fields 
identifying a right associated with a work and one or more date fields delimiting the right. 
Tlio rights tabic, as shown in Figure 4 of Johnson, merely includes ideutificrs of the right 
holder, the work, a right instance, a type of use, a } ight fee, a nglit grant, a vahdity date, 
m effective dale, and a permission date. Reading the description of these fields in 
colutnns 7 and 8, it is clear that there is no teaching or suggestion anywhere in Johnson 
regsu'ding rights thai arc belwcc?n full access rights and zero access rights and if the rights 
arc between full access rights and ?;cro access rigl)is, modifying content includes 
degrading a quality of the output of the content, 'lo the contrary, Johnson, like all of the 
other cited art, nicrdy teaches that a right is cither completely granted or it is not. Tlicrc 
is no gray area in winch rights may exist between ftill access rights and zero access 
rights. Moreover, there is not even the slightest munition of degrading the quality of an 
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output of content based on a right bciny between a full access right and a zero access 

hi viuvv of llic above, even if Ebata andJolinson were combinabJe with Ginter, 
and assuminij one of oi'dinary skill la the att were somehow motivated to mako sucli 
conibinalioiis, Iho result still would not be the invcnlion recited in the present 
independent claims. This is because nojic of the cited references teach or suggest the 
foatnrcs of rigbls being between full iicccss rights (ind zero access riglits or if the rights 
are between full access rights and zero access riglils, modifying content includes 
degrading a level of quality of an output of the couicnt (or degrading the level of quality 
of asuhficriplion compuling service) (claims 14, \\), 20 and 21, respectively). Also, none 
of the references teach or suggest that Iheniodifietl content is a degraded quality version 
of (he content that would be provided to tlic user ifthc user had a non-expired 
subscription (clahii 20)- 

'fhus, neither Ginter, llbata, nor Johnson, either alone or in combination, teach or 
suggest all of llie features of indcpcndcut claims 14 and 19-21, At least by virtue of its 
depemlcncy on claim 1 4, neither Ginter, Ebata nor Johnson, cither alone or in 
conibination, teach or suggCwSt all of the features of dependent claim 17. Accordingly, 
Apphcants respectfully request withdrawal of the icjcction of claims 17 and 19-21 under 
35 U.S.C. ^5 103(a). 
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III. Coitclnsion 

ll IS respcci fully urged thai the subject applicalion is patentable over Ginter, Rbala 
and Johasoii and is now in condilioji for allowance. The Examiner is invited to call the 
undersigned at the below-Hstcd lelcphonc number ifin Ihc opinion of the lixaniincr such 
a telephone conference would expedite or aid Ihc prosecution and examination ofthis 
applicn(ion. 

Respi.f.-I fully subniiUcd, 




Reg. No. 41,534 

CarsU iis, Yec & Cahoon, LLP 

P.O. llox 802334 

Dalln^, TX 75380 

(972)367-2001 

Attorney for Applicants 
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